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Ralph Thompson argues that Local 1292 should have pursued his grievances 

charging management with creating a hostile work environment. 
 

FACTS 
 

Ralph R. Thompson is a toolmaker at General Motors Grand Blanc Weld Tool 
Center in a bargaining unit represented by UAW Local 1292.  He has a seniority date of 
March 22, 1978.1  The Weld Tool Center (WTC) is divided into five separate sections 
referred to as “buckets.”2  Prior to January 16, 2007, Thompson was assigned to the 
Integration bucket on the northeast team working on tool trays.  On January 12, 2007, 
Supervisor Ron Senyszyn informed Thompson that he was being reassigned to the 
southeast team of the Integration bucket to work on light screens.  Thompson objected 
to this reassignment and argued that a less senior toolmaker should have been 

                                                 
1 Record, p. 26. 
2 Record, pp. 8-10. 
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reassigned instead.3  The Local did not immediately file a grievance protesting the 
reassignment. 

 
On February 27, 2007, Local 1292 filed Grievance C-955771 charging 

management with creating a hostile work environment for Ralph Thompson.  The 
grievance states: 

 
“Charge mgt with creating a hostile work environment through disparity in 
treatment by arbitrarily moving RRT from N.E. to S.W. Ing team on 
1/16/07 out of seniority order.  Demand RRT be moved back to N. E. 
Integration at once and all future moves to be by seniority order or 
voluntary.”4 

Thompson submitted a statement in support of his claim that he was reassigned in 
order to create a hostile environment.  In this statement, Thompson described his initial 
conversation with Supervisor Senyszyn as follows: 
 

“On Friday, 01/12/07, my immediate supervisor (per diem) Ron Senyszyn 
informed me that I was being reassigned to southwest Integration as of 
Tuesday 01/26/07.  I objected to this and informed Ron S. that I was the 
highest seniority toolmaker not the lowest as per Grand Blanc Weld Tool 
Center Guidelines and Boundaries Memorandum (10/02/06), L. S. A. page 
77 #5 (When temporary transfers are known in advance or for extended 
periods, seniority will be respected) and L. S. A. page 88 #4c.  Ron said 
that this was a job assignment, not an adjustment of manpower – and this 
(southwest Integration – light screens) was still part of his area. …”5 

Thompson apparently raised his complaint with his Local Committeeperson Jim 
Benedict.  According to Thompson, when Benedict questioned Supervisor Senyszyn 
about the move, Senyszyn stated that the people on the northeast team could not work 
with Thompson.  Thompson wrote: 
 

“…It took Jim Benedict several trips back and forth from Ralph to Ron and 
back to figure out that Ron’s stories were simply not true.  Ron’s next story 
was to tell Jim Benedict that the CCRW people could not work with Ralph 
at all!!! This story was generated because Ralph has refused to work on 
tool trays without first disconnecting the device net cables while setting 
metal thickness gaps (with air hot).  This is a Corp. safety standard (to 
disconnect all communication links to tool tray so no one can function air 
devices if air must be left on).  Ralph has had several arguments with 
CCRW & engineers over this very topic because they wish to program 

                                                 
3 Record, p. 25. 
4 Record, p. 23. 
5 Record, p. 25. 
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while the toolmaker is in the tool tray with air hot.  In order to program, the 
device net cables must be connected to tool tray and if they are connected 
no one should be inside of the tool tray. …”6 

Thompson acknowledged that the other toolmakers on the northeast team did allow the 
programmers to communicate with the tool tray while they were inside.  He explained 
their behavior as follows: 
 

“…They do this because CCRW, the engineers, safety dept., and their 
boss tell them that it is safe, nothing can function.  After all, who wants [to] 
be labeled a troublemaker, naysayer and not a team player, just look at 
Ralph.  Hence, if you wish to work safe, CCRW & engineers cannot work 
with you and management will say you are not working in a professional 
manner nor are you courteous to the customer (CCRW & engineers). …7 

Thompson claimed that the Assistant Plant Manager Gregg Reynolds had 
labeled him as a “naysayer” during a leadership training meeting on November 29, 
2006, because he expressed frustration about management’s failure to act on the 
team’s concerns.  According to Thompson, Reynolds said that he refused to waste time 
with “naysayers” and that he did not want anyone else talking to them.  Thompson 
stated that he spoke with Reynolds about his “naysayer” comment.  He described his 
conversation as follows: 

 
“…I then told him of the problems that people were having with some 
leaders and hourly gms trainers inappropriately trying to do management 
roles by issuing orders.  Namely, hourly gms trainer Jim Knapp ordering 
me to stand out in the hall during a mandatory gms class because he also 
did not like what he felt was a negative comment.  This was playing one 
employee against the other by giving Mr. Knapp far too much authority 
and privileges (hostile work environment thru disparity in treatment).  Mr. 
Knapp was less than 6 feet away from me laughing at me as I pointed him 
out to Mr. Reynolds, while telling him this.  Mr. Reynolds stated that this is 
what his trainers should do; cut naysayers off. …”8 

Thompson reported that a week later several employees informed him that Reynolds 
and the second shift foreman were “pulling out the big guns” to fire Thompson, because 
he had “really pissed off” Reynolds.9  
 

Thompson reported that management disciplined him unfairly on February 6, 
2007, after he got into an altercation with an employee in the security office.  He said he 
                                                 
6 Record, pp. 25-26. 
7 Record, p. 26. 
8 Record, p. 27. 
9 Record, p. 27. 
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was sent to the office to get a new badge and had trouble communicating with the 
person on duty in the office, Adrineh Baghdasarian.  Thompson stated that 
Committeeperson Jim Benedict asked Baghdasarian about the incident in the afternoon 
on February 6 and she stated that Thompson had not raised his voice at her but that he 
left in a huff.10  The next day, however, Baghdasarian stated that Thompson had thrown 
a paper at her and behaved in an aggressive and intimidating manner.  As a result, 
Thompson reported that management issued him a thirty day suspension.11  It appears 
that Committeeperson Benedict was successful in negotiating a reduction in the penalty.  
On February 7, 2007, Thompson received a disciplinary layoff of the balance of his shift 
plus three days based on the following charge: 

 
Your unprofessional manner and actions intimidated another employee to 
the extent that she does not want any future one-on-one interaction with 
you.  Any future dealings w/this individual, you will have either your 
supervisor or committeeperson present.  Record to be reviewed after 90 
days. 5/8/07”12 

The note “in lieu of grievance” is written after the penalty. 
 

On March 20, 2007, management issued Thompson a disciplinary layoff of the 
balance of shift plus four days for refusing or failing to do his job assignment.13  
Local 1292 filed Grievance C-953972 on Thompson’s behalf.  The grievance states: 

 
“Charge mgnt with unfair and unjust use of disciplinary procedure by 
giving me orders that if complied with would put my safety at risk.  I 
demand to be brought back to work, record cleared, and be made whole 
at once.”14 

At the top of Grievance 953972 is a note indicating that it was filed in conjunction with 
Grievance C-955771.  The Local also filed Grievance C-953791 for Thompson on 
March 27, 2007, charging management with violating Paragraph (29) of the National 
Agreement when it issued the disciplinary leave on March 20.15  
 

Grievance C-955771 indicates that it was withdrawn on June 7, 2007, based on 
the following disposition: 

                                                 
10 Record, p. 28. 
11 Record, p. 29. 
12 Record, p. 22. 
13 Record, p. 30. 
14 Record, p. 23. 
15 Record, p. 23. 
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“Employee is assigned to Integration and is currently working in 
Integration.”16 

Grievance C-953972 was withdrawn on June 7, 2007 based on the following 
disposition: 
 

“Employee’s record has been cleared of this offence.  This issue is 
resolved.”17 

Grievance C-953791 was withdrawn on June 7, 2007, based on the following 
disposition: 
 

“Issues have been resolved as mgt has agreed to abide by N. A. and L. A. 
language.”18  

Minutes of a Local 1292 membership meeting on April 13, 2008, report that 
Ralph Thompson appealed the withdrawal of Grievances C-955771, C-953972, and C-
953791 to the local union membership.  According to the minutes, Thompson referred to 
the five page statement he had submitted with Grievance C-955771 and stated that it 
explained in depth how management had created a hostile work environment.19  
Thompson complained that the disposition of Grievance C-955771 did not address his 
charge of a hostile work environment.  The minutes report that Thompson made the 
following statement: 

 
“…It addresses nothing there about the hostile work environment.  There 
was a five page letter that went with that.  It went in depth.  This is not a 
management signing.  This is just shop committee saying yes we accept 
it.  I have a problem with that one therefore.  It is devoid of any rational 
basis because they done this before and they are still doing it.  They are 
basically using the disciplinary procedure wrongly.  They are using it to 
intimidate and harass employees and also giving other people out on the 
floor false information to other hourly rate employees, playing one 
employee against the other and that is in the five page write up, 1st 
grievance 955771.  …”20  

With respect to Grievance C-953972, Thompson reported that there were two 
incidents that he wanted cleared from his record.  He explained that on November 29, 
2006, Mr. Reynolds told him that he did not have to go to any future GMS meetings if he 

                                                 
16 Record, p. 24. 
17 Record, p. 24. 
18 Record, p. 31. 
19 Record, pp. 45-46. 
20 Record, p. 46. 
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did not want to be there.  According to Thompson, Reynolds said he did not want 
Thompson at the meetings if he did not want to be there.  Later, Thompson stated that 
Reynolds wrote him up for disobeying a direct order to go to one of the GMS meetings.21  
Thompson complained that the disposition of Grievance C-953972 contained nothing 
from management saying that his record had been cleared.  Thompson made a similar 
comment about the resolution of Grievance C-953791.  The minutes report Thompson’s 
presentation as follows: 

 
“…The answer to that again solely by Mr. Benedict.  Management’s reply 
early was charge and demand denied.  On all of them, WWP.  Issue has 
been resolved.  Management has agreed to abide by the local and 
national language 6-7-07.  The problem is I wasn’t even made aware of 
these were settled.  I asked him the first part of June where these stood 
when we got into the conversation farther, I told him I wanted a 5A written 
for the previous one they made up after I had a problem with Mr. Reynolds 
and I agreed to be put out for the balance of the shift and three days 
without a grievance if they cleared my record in 90 days, which they did 
not do.  Seeing they did not clear my record in 90 days, I wanted a 5A 
written on it.  I wanted the money and a written statement from 
management that my record was cleared.  Now all I get is something 
signed by the shop committee that I cannot hold management to and they 
can have anything in their books whatsoever. …”22 

Finally, Thompson complained that Committeeperson Benedict had refused to write a 
grievance protesting an improper adjustment of manpower.  Thompson charged that 
management was assigning the wrong people to the new tool build and not following 
seniority order for manpower adjustments and bucket moves.23 
 

In response to Thompson’s appeal, Committeeperson Benedict stated that the 
job assignment Thompson was complaining about in Grievance C-955771 was in the 
Integration bucket so that there was no violation.  With respect to the other grievances, 
Benedict insisted that Thompson’s record was clear.24  Finally, Benedict addressed 
Thompson’s complaint about the manpower adjustments.  Benedict stated: 

 
“…The other issue you need to understand is Ralph has a complaint about 
is that when they reduced manpower out of the buckets, for example, 
when they reduced because we didn’t have work in Integration, they 
reduced manpower.  They needed manpower in the Fab area bucket.  
Ralph seems to believe that because his second choice is Assembly that 
his seniority ought to allow him then in turn to displace people out of 

                                                 
21 Record, p. 45. 
22 Record, p. 46. 
23 Record, p. 47. 
24 Record, p. 47. 
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Assembly.  We have never done that when we move manpower for the 
needs of business.  …”25 

The minutes report that the following motion was supported: 
 

“To have shop committee write a grievance to reopen or allowed to send 
them up, the following grievances: C-955771, C953972, and C953791.  To 
clear Ralph Thompson’s record, inaction by not writing a group grievance 
and charge management with improper adjustment of manpower.”26 

After a vote on the motion, the motion carried.27 
 

Management refused to reopen the three grievances, so the local union 
submitted three new grievances on May 18, 2008, addressing the same issues.  
Grievance C-953829 charged management with creating a hostile work environment.28  
Grievance C-953830 charged management with unjust use of disciplinary procedures 
by giving orders which put the grievant’s safety at risk.29  Grievance C-953831 charged 
management with a violation of Paragraph 29 of the National Agreement and Category 
17 of the Local Agreement.30  Management responded to each of the three grievances 
on May 30, 2008.  In response to Grievance C-953829, management wrote: 

 
“RRT was moved in line w/local agreement and past practice and in 
conjunction w/ Paragraph 8 of the National Agreement.”31 

In response to Grievance C-953830, management wrote: 
 

”Employee was instructed to attend GMS training, which did not put his 
safety at risk.  Employee refused direct order by supervisor and was 
disciplined accordingly.”32 

In response to Grievance C-953831, management wrote: 
 

“Management will abide by local and National Agreement.  Employee not 
entitled to lost monies and benefits and this grievance is not for discipline 

                                                 
25 Record, p. 47. 
26 Record, p. 47. 
27 Record, p. 49. 
28 Record, p. 51. 
29 Record, p. 52. 
30 Record, p. 53. 
31 Record, p. 51. 
32 Record, p. 52. 
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assessed 3/20/07.  Request for benefits, monies lost & record cleared 
denied.33 

Committeeperson Benedict indicated that the grievances were satisfactorily settled 
based on these answers. 
 

Ralph Thompson appealed the settlement of Grievances C-953829, C-953830, 
and C-953831 to the local union membership in three separate appeals on July 26, 
2008.  In addition, Thompson filed a fourth appeal on August 19, 2008, protesting the 
Shop Committee’s refusal to write a grievance charging management with improper 
manpower adjustments.  The membership considered Thompson’s appeals at a 
meeting on September 14, 2008.  The minutes of that meeting report that member 
Mintline asked Thompson if he put in a Committee call about the safety issue.  
Thompson responded, “When they put me out the door, true.”34 Member DelMorone 
then asked for a clarification of the issue.  He stated: 

 
“I’ve heard two conflicting things.  One – that he lost no money, and then I 
hear that he was put out the door.  The Committeeperson said that he lost 
no money and I’m also hearing there was a balance of shift and a day.  
Was there discipline or not?  We’re asking for the grievance to be 
reinstated because of a decision between the agreement between 
management and the union.”35 

The minutes report that Thompson summarized his issue as follows: 
 

“On this first issue right here where it says there is no grievance because I 
was moved from Integration to Integration. (Next line not understood.)  
That whole issue is hostile work environment through disparity of 
treatment.  That is the grievance at hand.”36  

Following further discussion there was a call for a vote on the motion to uphold 
Thompson’s appeal.  The motion lost.37 
 

Thompson appealed the membership’s denial of his appeals to the International 
Executive Board (IEB) on October 14, 2008.  In support of his appeal, Thompson 
claimed that Committeeperson Benedict’s acceptance of management’s answer to 
Grievance C-953829 was devoid of any rational basis.  He argued that moves within a 
bucket had always been voluntary or by seniority prior to January 6, 2007.  He argued 

                                                 
33 Record, p. 54. 
34 Record, p. 65. 
35 Record, p. 65. 
36 Record, p. 65. 
37 Record, p. 65. 
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that Paragraph (8) of the National Agreement does not give management the right to be 
arbitrary in their job assignments.  Thompson wrote: 

 
“This particular forced move happened after I raised safety concerns 
about toolmakers working on tool trays in Integration with compressed air 
on and not disconnecting device net cables to valve packs.  If you raise 
safety concerns and demand near miss reports for 6 to 8 months as I had 
done about a topic they wished to keep quiet, management labels you 
unprofessional.  General Forman Craig Leedom told me unprofessional 
conduct was the reason for this move because both crew and “Body in 
White” people could not work with me.38  I reminded Craig again that if the 
device net cables are not disconnected the CCRW or “Body in White” 
people could fire valve packs from their PC thru Ethernet cable.  Craig 
replied that no other toolmakers have a problem with both the air on and 
device net cables hooked up at the same time.  Please note that on 
09/16/08 Company Safety Rep Terry Fields finally wrote a S. O. P. on this 
topic almost 2 years after it had been brought to management’s attention 
(September 2006).  This is the same issue that Derek Overly Safety/Labor 
Rep would not write a near miss or S. O. P. on even though I had made 
him aware that both “Body in White” and CCRW had been slapped by 
clamps while in live tools.”39 

Thompson also objected to Benedict’s refusal to write a grievance complaining 
about management’s failure to clear his record.  In connection with this issue, 
Thompson referred to the discipline he received after his encounter with Adrineh 
Baghdasarian.  No separate grievance had been written about this issue because the 
parties agreed to accept a reduction of the penalty in lieu of a grievance.  Thompson 
explained that part of the agreement was that management would clear his record after 
90 days.  Thompson stated that he wanted Representative Benedict to get a written 
retraction of the penalty from management.  According to Thompson, Benedict 
responded to this request by stating that Thompson was just being an asshole.40 

 
With respect to the manpower issue, Thompson complained that he was moved 

from the Integration bucket to the Fabrication bucket while lower seniority people 
remained in Integration.  Furthermore, he complained that he was the last toolmaker to 
be returned to Integration and that several others with less seniority were returned 
before he was.  Thompson concluded: 

 
“…I am not saying that management’s adjustment of manpower was not 
needed.  I am saying that it was arbitrary and took too many toolmakers 
out while moving non-traditional, maintenance and saw filers in to do 

                                                 
38 “Body in White” refers to a stage in the manufacture or design of an automobile. 
39 Record, pp. 73-74. 
40 Record, p. 74. 
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toolmaker integration work.  This was an arbitrary adjustment of 
manpower designed to harass, intimidate and coerce me.”41 

Acting on behalf of President Gettelfinger, Administrative Assistants James 
Blaine and Bahati Jaha conducted a hearing on Thompson’s appeal on March 30, 2009.  
Hearing officers Blaine and Jaha prepared a report to the IEB on the appeal based on 
testimony given at the hearing in addition to materials supplied by Thompson and Local 
Union 1292.  The hearing officers reported that Shop Committeeperson Benedict 
explained that the parties at the Grand Blanc location meet frequently to discuss 
administration of the local agreement.  The report states: 

 
“The Local Union Shop Committee Representative testified that the plant 
operated under a living local labor agreement.  The local parties meet and 
discuss issues at the location on a regular, ongoing basis.  Once a 
decision on an issue is reached between the parties, it is reduced to 
writing as a local ‘Memorandum of Understanding’ and posted near the 
union in the plant work center for all members.”42 

Committeeperson Benedict stated that management’s decision to assign 
Thompson to the southwest Integration team was within their rights under the existing 
local agreements.  Nevertheless, he stated that he pursued Grievance C-955771 
because he thought he could convince management to move Thompson back to the 
northeast Integration team.43  When management refused to move Thompson back to 
his original team, Benedict stated that he withdrew Grievance C-955771 because it 
lacked merit.44 

 
The hearing officers reported that Thompson did not present any evidence to 

refute Committeeperson Benedict’s interpretation of the local agreement with respect to 
job assignments within a bucket.  They found no reason to dispute Committeeperson 
Benedict’s testimony with regard to how the contract should be applied.  They 
concluded, therefore, that Benedict’s decision to withdraw grievance C-955771 and the 
substitute grievance, Grievance C-953829, did not lack a rational basis.  In addition, 
they found no evidence of bad faith in Benedict’s handling of the grievances.45  The 
hearing officers held that Thompson’s other complaints did not have any basis under 
the UAW Constitution.  The hearing officers denied Thompson’s appeal and their report 
was adopted by the IEB in a letter dated May 27, 2009.  Thompson appealed the IEB’s 
decision to the Public Review Board (PRB) on June 7, 2009. 

                                                 
41 Record, p. 75. 
42 Record, p. 103. 
43 Record, p. 104. 
44 Record, p. 105. 
45 Record, p. 106. 
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ARGUMENT 
 

A. Ralph Thompson: 

I am appealing the IEB’s decision with respect to Grievance C-953829 because 
the settlement accepted by Committeeperson Benedict was devoid of any rational basis 
and the handling of the grievance was influenced by fraud, discrimination, and collusion 
with management.  I am requesting that Grievances C-953830, C-953832, C-955771, 
C953972, C-953791, and my appeal of Committeeperson Benedict’s refusal to write a 
grievance protesting management’s improper manpower adjustments be included in the 
record of this appeal because they support my claim that management was engaged in 
creating a hostile work environment for me.  

 
B. International Union, UAW: 

The grievance at issue in this appeal deals solely with the Company’s decision to 
move appellant from the northeast team to the southwest team within the Integration job 
bucket.  Appellant argues that such assignments should be based on seniority, but 
there is no contractual provision requiring management to make such moves by 
seniority.  Committeeperson Benedict filed a grievance for Thompson even though he 
knew it lacked contractual merit because he hoped to negotiate an agreement with 
management to move Thompson back to the northeast team.  When Benedict realized 
that he could not convince the Company to move Thompson back to the northeast 
team, he withdrew the grievance.  The decision was not irrational, discriminatory, or 
lacking in good faith.   

 
Appellant has used the situation giving rise to Grievance C-953829 to raise a 

number of issues.  He argues that his assignment to the southwest team was part of a 
campaign of retaliatory behavior undertaken by the Company to punish him for raising 
safety concerns.  Appellant’s attempt to use this appeal to address issues unrelated to 
Grievance C-953829 is not appropriate and goes well beyond the scope of this appeal.  
Appellant has provided no evidence to show that the Company had any obligation to 
consider seniority when assigning him to the southwest team. 

 
C. Rebuttal by Ralph Thompson: 

The five page statement that I submitted in connection with Grievance C955771, 
charging management with a hostile work environment contained two tables 
demonstrating the established past practice of moving toolmakers off of a team in 
seniority order.  Committeeperson Jim Benedict testified at the hearing conducted on 
my appeal to the IEB that it is management’s right to make job assignments anywhere 
in the bucket.  This is true for most of the other trades, but the practice with toolmakers 
had always been to go by seniority in moves from team to team.   

 
Grievance C-955771 charges management with creating a hostile work 

environment through disparity in treatment.  I included the other grievances with this 
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appeal to illustrate management’s method of operation.  The hearing officers for the IEB 
were well aware of the significance of these exhibits.   

 
DISCUSSION 

 
As explained by Committeeperson Benedict, management had the operational 

authority to give Thompson a different job assignment within his bucket without regard 
to his preference or seniority.  The International Union correctly observes that the record 
contains no evidence to contradict Committeeperson Benedict’s interpretation of the 
local agreement and its application in this situation.  The PRB will not question the 
judgment of a Local Shop Committee in resolving contractual issues as long as its 
decision is rational.46  However, Grievance C-955771 and its replacement Grievance C-
953829 do not actually charge management with violating the seniority provisions of the 
local agreement.  Grievance C-955771 charges management with a deliberate deviation 
from an established practice regarding assignments within the bucket for the purpose of 
creating a hostile work environment for Thompson.  The essence of Thompson’s 
complaint is that management reassigned him and issued discipline because he had 
raised a safety issue about toolmakers working inside of the tool trays while the power 
was still connected.  Thompson apparently believed that working in the tool tray with the 
power connected violated a policy developed by the UAW-GM National Joint Committee 
on Health and Safety.   

 
We do not believe that Thompson’s subsequent grievances, Grievance C-

953972 and Grievance C-953791 provide any support to his allegation that 
management was retaliating against him.  Although he tries to connect these grievances 
to his safety complaint by asserting that management put his safety at risk, the record 
reveals that Thompson was disciplined for failing to attend a required training meeting 
rather than anything involving a possibly unsafe procedure.  Thompson’s claim that the 
Assistant Plant Manager told him that he did not have to attend the training session is 
disingenuous.  Manager Reynolds’ statement to Thompson regarding his attendance at 
the training session was obviously directed to Thompson’s attitude.  Reynolds meant 
that he did not want Thompson at the meeting with a negative attitude, rather than that 
Thompson was excused from attending.  

 
We do not have a complete record regarding the discipline issued to Thompson 

after his altercation with Baghdasarian, but this incident does not appear to be 
connected to the health and safety issue; it was just an unfortunate misunderstanding.  
Committeeperson Benedict achieved a good settlement for Thompson in connection 
with the disciplined assessed for this incident so that his record was eventually cleared.  
Thompson’s insistence that management give him written assurance that his record had 
been cleared was, indeed, unreasonable and unrealistic.  

 

                                                 
46 Long v. UAW Local Union 2089, PRB Case No. 1469 (2004) and Patterson v. UAW Local Union 848, 
PRB Case No.1509, (2005). 
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Nevertheless, Thompson’s appeal to this Board regarding his health and safety 
concerns states a complaint about a legitimate issue.  Even where management does 
not technically violate the terms of the collective bargaining agreement, retaliation for 
raising issues regarding the safety of procedures states a separate grievable issue.  
The parties to the UAW/GM National Agreement have put in place a detailed procedure 
for dealing with such concerns.  The Memorandum of Understanding on Health and 
Safety set forth in the National Agreement explains the process for review and 
resolution of health and safety issues.  The statement that Thompson submitted with 
Grievance C-955771 suggests that the issue of hazardous energy exposures to 
employees working on the tool trays may already have been reviewed and resolved by 
the parties in accordance with the procedures outlined in the Memorandum on Health 
and Safety.  The GM policy that Thompson cites in support of his complaint states as 
follows: 

 
“Lockout is required where employees may be exposed to hazardous 
energy that could cause injury.  Exposure means that the employee is in a 
position to be injured by released energy. 

Where an employee is exposed to potential injury from expected machine 
energy/motion, the exposure must be eliminated.  If the exposure cannot 
be eliminated, the machine will be locked out.”47 

In the statement submitted to support his grievance, Thompson reports that the 
engineers, the Health and Safety Department, and management all claimed that it was 
safe for toolmakers to work inside the tool trays with the power connected.  It would 
appear, therefore, that the issue was reviewed and the parties concluded that 
employees are not exposed to hazardous energy when the tool trays are connected. 
 

In any event, there is no evidence in this record that Thompson initiated the 
process described in the Memorandum on Health and Safety to address his concerns 
about GM’s application of the policy in this instance.  In order to make a claim of 
retaliation for having raised a safety issue, an employee must first establish that the 
process for raising such issues was followed.  Thompson was not entitled to impose his 
personal conclusion that a procedure was unsafe on the Company and his team 
members.  Committeeperson Benedict investigated Thompson’s complaint that 
management did not follow a past practice of making assignments within a bucket 
voluntary or else going by seniority.  He discovered that management’s deviation from 
the past practice was not arbitrary, but rather a response to Thompson’s refusal to work 
on the tool trays while they were connected.  Thompson’s behavior created a problem 
for his team and he was reassigned for this reason.  Benedict’s conclusion that he had 
no contractual basis for challenging the reassignment was rational under these 
circumstances. 

 

                                                 
47 Record, p. 132. 



PRB CASE NO. 1633  Page 14. 
 
 

The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
 


